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REMARKS 

Present Status of the Application 1:*V^$£- 
The non-final Office Action objected the drawings. Claims 3 and 7 are objected, to- j:^ ' ^ 

• . ' '.-■(• ''t~ 5?' r 1 ': * 

because of informalities. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected because of insufficient antecedent basis. ; | 



Claims 1, 2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being anticipated by Famworth et al. .U5f ^ 

{ "; 'x 

patent 6,240,535 (hereinafter 'TamworthO. Claims 5-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b> as P^§i 
being anticipated by Crump et al. US patent 5,850,562 (hereinafter "Crurnp'D. Claims 3. 
rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Famworth and further in view of Shei|,r^ : 
et al. US patent 6,154,851 (hereinafter "Sher"). Reconsideration and allowance of those claims;|r:|% 
are respectfully requested. ; '^'..^ 



Discussion of Drawing Objections 



The non-final Office Action objected to drawings. Applicants amended paragraphs [0004] 



and [0017] to include the reference characters, FIG. 1 SI 50 and FIG. 2 S240, in compliance wthj^| 
37C.F.R. 1.121(b). : 



Discussion of Claim Objections on Claims 3 and 7 

Applicants amended claims 3 and 7 to overcome the objections. 
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Discussion of Claim Rejections on Claims 4 and 5 

Applicants amended claims 4 and 5 to overcome the rejections. 

Discussion of Claim Rejections on C laims !■ 2 and 4 under 35 USC 102 



Claims 1, 2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being anticipated by Famworth^ 



Applicants respectfully disagree and traverse the above rejection as set forth below. ;T^ji:g|g^ 



anticipate a claim, the reference must disclose, teach, or suggest aUliiniUtions of the claim. ;:vi.-;^&^ 
In claim 1, address paths to the faulty memory addresses are blocked out. But in? > 
Famworth, a fuse 38 or an anti-fuse 46 is blown by a programming voltage once testing jfj;^ 
complete, not to block out faulty memory address. (See column 4 line 67 ~ column 5 lines 5-6) r - •. 

Claim 1 is not anticipated by Famworth because Farnworth does not disclose, teach^ 
suggest all features in claim 1. Independent claim 1 is allowable for at least the reason above^ x 

Because independent claim 1 is allowable over the prior art of record,, its dependent clai^~| ;|f 
2-4 are allowable as a matter of law, for at least the reason that the dependent claims contain 
features/elements of their independent claim. : I f flf 



M'i 



Discussion of Claim Rejections on Claims 5-9 under 35 USC 102 . ; J : :| . 

Claims 5-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being anticipated by Cnmip|-;^|^ 
Applicants respectfully disagree and traverse the above rejection as set forth below. ; :-v- rfjf; $g 
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In claim 5, the testing/repairing procedure at 1 east i ncludes a step o f blocking out an; 



address path to the faulty memory addresses and replacing t he faulty memory addresses by | ^ 
standby addresses . In Crump, if any memory failure is found, the POST (power-on self-test) is^;'^ 



terminated, and Crump does not disclose, teach or suggest replacing or repairing the fairit^-^ 
memory addresses by standby addresses. ■ : • ■ 

Claim 5 is not anticipated by Crump because Crump does not disclose, teach, or suggest ; -Sv^L 
at least above features in claim 5. Independent claim 5 is allowable for at least the reason above. ;^ 

Because independent claim 5 is allowable over the prior art of record, its dependent claim 
6-9 are allowable as a matter of law, for at least the reason that the dependent claims contain -;^f jvf :4|f^;' 
features/elements of their independent claim. .: } : : /$$^:} t 

Discussion of Claim Rejection under 35 USC 103(a) '^^f|; 
Claims 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Farnworth andf "v^i 

*; 

further in view of Sher. Applicants respectfully disagree and traverse the above rejection as 



I? if 



forth below. 



... _.. r: . <-n 



It is well established at law that, for a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §103 asj::fg. 
being obvious based upon a reference, the cited reference must disclose, teach, or suggest, either | g-g 
implicitly or explicitly, all elements/features of the claims at issue. 



Claim 3 distinguishes from the combination of Farnworth and Sher because the combination*;.^: 
does not disclose, teach, or suggest all features in claim 3. Furthermore, as discussed above, t3 

■ . firth r • 
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combination didn't disclose, teach or suggest address paths to the faulty memory addresses are ; : : 

blocked out, '{rtft?.-; 
So, the combination of Farnworth and Sher does not render claim 3 obvious, and 

rejection should be withdrawn. y 

Prior Art Made of Record ^^^-j^- 

The prior art made of record has been considered, but is not believed to affect 

patentability of the presently pending claims. il ^p 



...... 



" - ^f— 
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CONCLUSION 



In tight of the foregoing amendments and for at least the reasons set forth aboy?i| 



Applicant respectfully submits that all rejections have been traversed, rendered moot, an^gvj 
accommodated, and that the now pending claims ir2 are in condition for allowance. Favorably 
reconsideration and allowance of the present application and all pending claims are her^ty 
courteously requested. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, atelephonic conference would expedite 
the examination of this matter, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney. 



Pate: jL^y ^ ' 

Jianq Chyun Intellectual Property Office 

7 th Floor-l,No. 100 

Roosevelt Road, Section 2 

Taipei, 100 

Taiwan 

Tel: 01 1-886-2-2369-2800 
Fax: 011-886-2-2369-7233 
Email: belinda^fc ip flroup.com.tw 
t T.^icipgroupxom.tw 



Respectfully submitted, 



lindaLee 

Registration No. 46,863 



- " s _ 
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